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DETAILED ACTION 
Remarks 

1 . In response to communications filed on October 30, 2007, claims 4-6, 8, 
16-17, 23, and 34-35 are cancelled; claims 1, 13-14, 18, and 24 have been 
amended, and no new claims have been added. Therefore, claims 1-3, 7, 9-15, 
18-22, and 24-33 are still presently pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this 
Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 
122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or 
(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before 
the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under 
the treaty defined in section 351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-3, 12-17, 22-28 and 32-34 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Burnett (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0087408). 

As to claims 1 , Burnett teaches a method for providing automatically 
facilitated marketing and provision of electronic services (See abstract; 
paragraphs 0001-0002; paragraph 0036-0043), comprising: 

searching a database for a match between user input and information in 
the database (See paragraph 0015; paragraph 0029; paragraph 0087); 
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obtaining keyword from the information in the database (See paragraphs 
0015-0017; paragraph 0019); 

determine at least one offered service associated with the at least one 
keyword, the at least one offered service associated with a technical weighting 
indicating a technical relevance of the at least one offered service and a 
preference weighting indicating a provider preference of the at least one offered 
service (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0019; paragraphs 0352-0353; 
paragraph 0364); 

determine a weighted value associated with the at least one offered 
service based on the associated technical weighting and the associated 
preference weighting (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0162; paragraphs 
0352-0353; paragraph 0364), and 

prioritize the at least one offered service based on the determined 
weighted value customer (See abstract; paragraphs 0001-0002; paragraph 0035; 
paragraph 0039; paragraphs 0042-0043; paragraph 0052). 

As to claim 2 and 14, Burnett teaches wherein determining at least one 
offered service associated with the at least one keyword further comprises: 
determining at least one generic service related to the at least one keyword (See 
paragraphs 0036-0039); and determining the at least one offered service based 
on the at least one generic service (See Burnett, paragraphs 0015-0019; 
paragraph 0094; paragraph 0264; paragraph 00353; paragraph 0364). 
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As to claims 3, 15 and 33, Burnett teaches if the at least one offered 
service includes a bundle of two or more services, then determining a weighted 
value associated with the at least one offered service based on a technical 
weighting and a preference weighting associated with each of the two or more 
services of the bundle of service (See Burnett, paragraph 00353; paragraph 
0364). 

As to claims 12 and 22, Burnett , teaches outputting the at least one 
offered service and information associated with the at least one offered service 
to a user's processing device (See Burnett, paragraph 00015; paragraph 00017; 
paragraph 0162; paragraph 0364). 

As to claim 13, Burnett teaches a computer-readable medium (See 
abstract; paragraphs 0001-0002; paragraph 0036-0043) comprising: 

searching a database for a match between user input and information in 
the database (See paragraph 0015; paragraph 0029; paragraph 0087); 

logic configured to obtain at least one keyword from the information in the 
database (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0019); 

logic configured to determine at least one offered service associated with 
the at least one keyword, the at least one offered service associated with a 
technical weighting indicating a technical relevance of the at least one offered 
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service and a preference weighting indicating a provider preference of the at 
least one offered service (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0019); 

logic configured to determine a weighted value associated with the at least 
one offered service based on the associated technical weighting and the 
associated preference weighting (See paragraphs 0352-0353); and 

logic configured to prioritize the at least one offered service based on the 
determined weighted value (See abstract; paragraphs 0001-0002; paragraph 
0035; paragraph 0039; paragraphs 0042-0043; paragraph 0052). 

As to claim 24, Burnett teaches a system for automatically facilitated 
marketing and provision of electronic security services (See Burnett, abstract; 
paragraphs 0001-0002; paragraph 0036-0043), comprising: 

a service suggestion analyzer operatively coupled to the cycler, the 
service (See Burnett, abstract; paragraphs 0001-0002; paragraph 0035; 
paragraph 0039; paragraphs 0042-0043; paragraph 0052). 

determine at least one offered service associated with the at least one 
keyword, the at least one offered service associated with a technical weighting 
indicating a technical relevance of the at least one offered service and a 
preference weighting indicating a provider preference of the at least one offered 
service (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0019; paragraphs 0352-0353; 
paragraph 0364); 
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determine a weighted value associated with the at least one offered 
service based on the associated technical weighting and the associated 
preference weighting (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0162; paragraphs 
0352-0353; paragraph 0364), and 

prioritize the at least one offered service based on the determined 
weighted value customer (See abstract; paragraphs 0001-0002; paragraph 0035; 
paragraph 0039; paragraphs 0042-0043; paragraph 0052). 

As to claim 25, Burnett as modified, teaches wherein the service 
suggestion analyzer further comprises an analyzer module, a service module and 
an output module (See Burnett, paragraph 0036-0043). 

As to claim 26, Burnett as modified, teaches wherein the service 
suggestion analyzer comprises a psychological assistant module and a special 
deals interface module configured to provide special sales on time sensitive 
offers (See Burnett, paragraphs 021 1 ; paragraphs 252-253; paragraph 266; 
paragraphs 277-278; paragraph 369; paragraph 412-413). 

As to claim 27, Burnett as modified, teaches wherein the service 
suggestion analyzer is further configured to: determining at least one offered 
service associated with the at least one keyword further comprises: 
determining at least one generic service related to the at least one keyword (See 
paragraphs 0036-0039); and determining the at least one offered service based 
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on the at least one generic service (See Burnett, paragraphs 0015-0019; 
paragraph 0094; paragraph 0264; paragraph 00353; paragraph 0364). 

As to claim 28, Burnett as modified, teaches wherein the analyzer module 
is further configured to include a lookup table to provide the clustered needs list 
(See Burnett, paragraph 0173; paragraph 0176; paragraph 0183; paragraph 
0186; paragraph 0188; paragraph 0194). 

As to claim 32, Burnett as modified, teaches wherein the output module is 
operatively coupled to the service module and the output module is further 
configured to provide at least one offered service to a user via at least one of a 
user's display device of a processing device, auditory means including 
synthesized voice or paging device (See Burnett, paragraph 00015; paragraph 
00017; paragraph 0162; paragraph 00353; paragraph 0364). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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5. Claims 7, 9-11,1 8-21 , and 29-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Burnett (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2002/0087408, in view of Lawrence et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,738,780). 

As to claims 7, 18, and 29, Burnett does not teach calculating maximum 
and minimum thresholds; and comparing the maximum and minimum thresholds 
to a ratio of the associated technical weighting and the associated preference 
weighting to determine if the associated preference weighting is overriding the 
associated technical weighting. 

Lawrence et al. teaches autonomous citation indexing and literature 
browsing using citation context (See abstract), in which he teaches calculating 
maximum and minimum thresholds (See column 12, lines 49-67; column 13, 
lines 1-10; column 14, lines 35-48); and comparing the maximum and minimum 
thresholds to a ratio of the associated technical weighting and the associated 
preference weighting to determine if the associated preference weighting is 
overriding the associated technical weighting (See paragraphs 0352-0353). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention was made to have modified Burnett , to include 
calculating maximum and minimum thresholds; and comparing the maximum and 
minimum thresholds to a ratio of the associated technical weighting and the 
associated preference weighting to determine if the associated preference 
weighting is overriding the associated technical weighting. 

It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to have modified Burnett , by the teachings of 
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Lawrence et al. because calculating maximum and minimum thresholds; and 
comparing the maximum and minimum thresholds to a ratio of the associated 
technical weighting and the associated preference weighting to determine if the 
associated preference weighting is overriding the associated technical weighting 
would improve the method for finding relevant and important publications on the 
web (See Lawrence et al., column 1 , lines 61-66). 

As to claims 9, 19, and 30, Burnett as modified, teaches adjusting or 
reducing the weighted summation value associated with the at least one offered 
service if the ratio of the associated technical weighting and the associated 
preference weighting violates the maximum threshold or the minimum threshold 
(See Lawrence et al., column 12, lines 49-67; column 13, lines 1-10; column 14, 
lines 35-48). 

As to claims 10, 20, and 31 , Burnett as modified, teaches discarding the at 
least one offered service if the ratio of the associated technical weighting and the 
associated preference weighting violates the maximum threshold or the minimum 
threshold (See Lawrence et al. , column 12, lines 49-67; column 13, lines 1-10; 
column 14, lines 35-48). 

As to claims 1 1 and 21 , Burnett as modified, if the at least one offered 
service includes a bundle of two or more services calculating a comparison value 
for the at least one offered service by adjusting the weighted value associated 
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with the at least one offered service (See Burnett, paragraph 00015; paragraph 
00017; paragraph 0162; paragraph 00353; paragraph 0364; also see Lawrence 
et al.. column 12, lines 49-67; column 13, lines 1-10; column 14, lines 35-48). 



Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed on October 30, 2007, with respect to the 
rejected claims 1-3, 7, 9-15, 18-22, and 24-33 have been fully considered but 
they are not found to be persuasive: 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding "none of the recited 
portions of Burnett teach or suggest obtaining a keyword from the 
information in the database resulting from searching the database, as 
expressly recited in claim 1","the arguments have been fully considered but 
are not found to be persuasive, because Burnett discloses obtaining search 
result with a "Keyword" (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0019). The claim 
language needs to be further amended because the claim language states that a 
user input is used to match information in the database and therefore because 
Burnett allows a user to input a keyword and obtain results from the database 
which contain that keyword then it reads on claim 1 . Furthermore, Fig.4 shows 
that an initial search has been preformed and a list of identifiers/keywords has 
been obtained based on that search, which reads on the present application. 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 
F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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In response to applicants' arguments regarding "Burnett at [0015] does 
not teach "obtaining at least one keyword from the information in the 
database resulting from searching the database," as recited in claim 1", the 

arguments have been fully considered but are not found to be persuasive, 
because paragraph 15 discloses a keyword used to search several databases 
through a search engine and obtaining results containing the keyword and a brief 
synopsis and therefore, does teach obtaining one keyword from the initial search. 
Burnett discloses obtaining search result with a "Keyword" (See paragraphs 
0015-0017; paragraph 0019). The claim language needs to be further amended 
because the claim language states that a user input is used to match information 
in the database and therefore because Burnett allows a user to input a keyword 
and obtain results from the database which contain that keyword then it reads on 
claim 1 . Furthermore, Fig.4 shows that an initial search has been preformed and 
a list of identifiers/keywords has been obtained based on that search, which 
reads on the present application. Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding " Burnett at [0016] does 
not teach "obtaining at least one keyword from the information in the 
database resulting from searching the database, " as recited in claim 1,"the 
arguments have been fully considered but are not found to be persuasive, 
because paragraph 16 discloses a keyword used to search several databases 
through a search engine and obtaining results containing the keyword and a brief 
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synopsis and therefore, does teach obtaining one keyword from the initial search. 
Burnett discloses obtaining search result with a "Keyword" (See paragraphs 
0015-0017; paragraph 0019). The claim language needs to be further amended 
because the claim language states that a user input is used to match information 
in the database and therefore because Burnett allows a user to input a keyword 
and obtain results from the database which contain that keyword then it reads on 
claim 1. Furthermore, Fig.4 shows that an initial search has been preformed and 
a list of identifiers/keywords has been obtained based on that search, which 
reads on the present application. Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding " Claim 1 further recites, 
inter alia, "determining a weighted value associated with the at least one 
offered service based on the associated technical weighting and the 
associated preference weighting." The Office Action relies on Burnett at 
[0015]-[0017], [0019], [0162], [0352]-[0353], and [0364]. Burnett at [001 5]- 
[0017], [0019], [0352]-[0353], and [0364] were described above. Burnett at 
[0162] discloses that "[t]he ranking of each of the database records in the 
Results List can be controlled by the user selecting an attribute and then 
specifying ascending or descending order. " Nothing in the recited portions 
of Burnett teaches or suggests an offered service associated with "a 
technical weighting indicating a technical relevance of the at least one 
offered service" or "a preference weighting indicating a provider 
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preference of the at least one offered service, " the arguments have been fully 
considered but are not found to be persuasive, because Burnett discloses words 
that have identifiers and that are weighted and determined to be outputted to the 
user in a prioritized manner (See paragraphs 0352-0353). Furthermore, the claim 
language as written does not disclose or define technical relevance or preference 
weighting therefore the examiner is making the broadest reasonable 
interpretation of their meaning. Burnett discloses ranking results by criteria 
(technical weighting) (paragraphs 0015-0017) and a user being able to select 
"advanced options" as part of their search (preference weighting) (See 
paragraphs 0353-0355; paragraph 0364), which the examiner believes to be a 
reasonable interpretation. USPTO personnel are to give claims their broadest 
reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 
F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 UStheir1023, 1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Limitations 
appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim should not be read into 
the claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. V. 3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 1364, 1369, 67 USOQ2d 
1947, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding," Burnett does not teach 
or suggest "logic configured to obtain at least one keyword resulting from 
the search," as recited in claim 13" the arguments have been fully considered 
but are not found to be persuasive, because first it is unclear what is meant by 
"logic" because all computer use programs and logic to obtain information, 
therefore it is inherent. Second Burnett discloses obtaining search result with a 
"Keyword" (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0019). The claim language 
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needs to be further amended because the claim language states that a user input 
is used to match information in the database and therefore because Burnett 
allows a user to input a keyword and obtain results from the database which 
contain that keyword then it reads on claim 1 . Furthermore, Fig.4 shows that an 
initial search has been preformed and a list of identifiers/keywords has been 
obtained based on that search, which reads on the present application. Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 
26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding "the recited portions of 
Burnett provide no teaching whatsoever of an offered service associated 
with "a technical weighting indicating a technical relevance of the at least 
one offered" or "a preference weighting indicating a provider preference of 
the at least one offered service. " As such, the recited portions of Burnett 
do not teach or suggest "logic configured to determine at least one offered 
service associated with the at least one keyword, the at least one offered 
service associated with a technical weighting indicating a technical 
relevance of the at least one offered service and a preference weighting 
indicating a provider preference of the at least one offered service, " as 
recited in claim 13," the arguments have been fully considered but are not found 
to be persuasive, because Burnett discloses words that have identifiers and that 
are weighted and determined to be outputted to the user in a prioritized manner 
(See paragraphs 0352-0353). Furthermore, the claim language as written does 
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not disclose or define technical relevance or preference weighting therefore the 
examiner is making the broadest reasonable interpretation of their meaning. 
Burnett discloses ranking results by criteria (technical weighting) (paragraphs 
0015-0017) and a user being able to select "advanced options" as part of their 
search (preference weighting) (See paragraphs 0353-0355; paragraph 0364), 
which the examiner believes to be a reasonable interpretation. USPTO personnel 
are to give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the 
supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 UStheir1023, 
1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Limitations appearing in the specification but not 
recited in the claim should not be read into the claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. V. 
3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 1364, 1369, 67 USOQ2d 1947, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding "Burnett does not teach 
or suggest "logic configured to determine a weighted value associated with 
the at least one offered service based on the associated technical 
weighting and the associated preference weighting, as recited in claim 13," 
the arguments have been fully considered but are not found to be persuasive, 
because first it is unclear what is meant by "logic" because all computer use 
programs and logic to obtain information, therefore it is inherent. Second Burnett 
discloses words that have identifiers and that are weighted and determined to be 
outputted to the user in a prioritized manner (See paragraphs 0352-0353). 
Furthermore, the claim language as written does not disclose or define technical 
relevance or preference weighting therefore the examiner is making the broadest 
reasonable interpretation of their meaning. Burnett discloses ranking results by 
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criteria (technical weighting) (paragraphs 0015-0017) and a user being able to 
select "advanced options" as part of their search (preference weighting) (See 
paragraphs 0353-0355; paragraph 0364), which the examiner believes to be a 
reasonable interpretation. 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding "while Burnett discloses 
that the commodity products may be determined as a result of a search, 
Burnett does not teach that those products are used by a service 
suggestion analyzer configured to "determine at least one offered service 
associated with the" products, among other recitations of claim 24, "the 
arguments have been fully considered but are not found to be persuasive, 
because "suggestion analyzer" is not defined within the claim language and 
therefore the examiner is making the broadest interpretation. Second Burnett 
discloses obtaining search result with a "Keyword" (See paragraphs 0015-0017; 
paragraph 0019). The claim language needs to be further amended because the 
claim language states that a user input is used to match information in the 
database and therefore because Burnett allows a user to input a keyword and 
obtain results from the database which contain that keyword then it reads on 
claim 1 . Furthermore, Fig. 4 shows that an initial search has been preformed and 
a list of identifiers/keywords has been obtained based on that search, which 
reads on the present application. Although the claims are interpreted in light of 
the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. 
See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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In response to applicants' arguments regarding "Nothing in the recited 
portions of Burnett teach or suggest an offered service that is associated 
with "a technical weighting indicating a technical relevance of the at least 
one offered service" or "a preference weighting indicating a provider 
preference of the at least one offered service, " as recited in claim 24," the 
arguments have been fully considered but are not found to be persuasive, 
because Burnett discloses words that have identifiers and that are weighted and 
determined to be outputted to the user in a prioritized manner (See paragraphs 
0352-0353). Furthermore, the claim language as written does not disclose or 
define technical relevance or preference weighting therefore the examiner is 
making the broadest reasonable interpretation of their meaning. Burnett 
discloses ranking results by criteria (technical weighting) (paragraphs 0015-0017) 
and a user being able to select "advanced options" as part of their search 
(preference weighting) (See paragraphs 0353-0355; paragraph 0364), which the 
examiner believes to be a reasonable interpretation. USPTO personnel are to 
give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the supporting 
disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 UStheir1023, 1027-28 (Fed. 
Cir. 1997). Limitations appearing in the specification but not recited in the claim 
should not be read into the claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. V. 3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 
1364, 1369, 67 USOQ2d 1947, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding "Burnett does not teach 
or suggest the claimed "technical weighting" or "preference weighting," it 
follows that Burnett does not teach or suggest "determine a weighted value 
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associated with the at least one offered service based on the associated 
technical weighting and the associated preference weighting," as recited in 
claim 24," the arguments have been fully considered but are not found to be 
persuasive, because Burnett discloses words that have identifiers and that are 
weighted and determined to be outputted to the user in a prioritized manner (See 
paragraphs 0352-0353). Furthermore, the claim language as written does not 
disclose or define technical relevance or preference weighting therefore the 
examiner is making the broadest reasonable interpretation of their meaning. 
Burnett discloses ranking results by criteria (technical weighting) (paragraphs 
0015-0017) and a user being able to select "advanced options" as part of their 
search (preference weighting) (See paragraphs 0353-0355; paragraph 0364), 
which the examiner believes to be a reasonable interpretation. USPTO personnel 
are to give claims their broadest reasonable interpretation in light of the 
supporting disclosure. In re Morris, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054-55, 44 UStheir1023, 
1027-28 (Fed. Cir. 1997). Limitations appearing in the specification but not 
recited in the claim should not be read into the claim. E-Pass Techs., Inc. V. 
3Com Corp., 343 F.3d 1364, 1369, 67 USOQ2d 1947, 1950 (Fed. Cir. 2003) 

In response to applicants' arguments regarding "Lawrence also cannot 
teach or suggest "obtaining at least one keyword from the information in 
the database resulting from searching the database," the arguments have 
been fully considered but are not found to be persuasive, because the examiner 
discloses that Burnett teaches obtaining a keyword from an initial search and 
therefore the argument is moot. Burnett discloses obtaining search result with a 
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"Keyword" (See paragraphs 0015-0017; paragraph 0019). The claim language 
needs to be further amended because the claim language states that a user input 
is used to match information in the database and therefore because Burnett 
allows a user to input a keyword and obtain results from the database which 
contain that keyword then it reads on claim 1 . Furthermore, Fig.4 shows that an 
initial search has been preformed and a list of identifiers/keywords has been 
obtained based on that search, which reads on the present application. 

Conclusion 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Mellissa M. Chojnacki whose telephone 
number is (571 ) 272-4076. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am- 
5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The 
fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



January 7, 2009 
MMC 

/Charles Rones/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2164 
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